This article considers an alternative framework for handling the language testing enterprise and proposes some tentative theoretical hypotheses concerning principles of language testing. It is the writers' view that taking account of the perspective of interlanguage domain engagement and contextualization in testing research, production and interpretation allows for a richer conceptualization of the language testing process. (Oller, 1984: 36).
The research areas thus become clearer. We propose a reframing of testing research to link it up with current work in second language acquisition (SLA), in general, and IL research in particular (cf. Selinker, 1984 for a critical summary of the state of the art in current IL research). In this paper we would like to work towards a listing of principles to guide the research effort in understanding the construction and interpretation of language tests. We propose to do this within the discourse domain theory of IL learning (Selinker and Douglas, 1985) .
We now present our best-shot definition of discourse domains (some caveats are provided in Selinker and Douglas, in press):
A discourse domain is a personally, and internally created 'slice' of one's life that has importance and over which the learner exercises contentcontrol. Importance is empirically shown by the fact that in interaction one repeatedy talks (or writes) (Beaugrande, 1984: 28).
Here he refers to empirical work by Mehrabian (1971) (Selinker and Douglas, 1985: 95 Other research which has shown the importance of domains in interpreting IL production data includes the differential production of Japanese case markings in an English-Japanese IL (Watanabe, 1982) ; differential clause and phrase structure in an English-Thai IL (Wonggonworawad, 1982) ; differential strategies to compensate for deficient verb inflection in an English-Moroccan-Arabic IL (Fakhri, 1984) ; and the differential use of modals in a Serbo-Croatian-English IL (Goodell, 1984 (Tarone, 1983 (Abercrombie, 1967) .
The transcription of the data is presented in full as Appendix II. In summary, the 12 subjects we have chosen to study from a population of 150 employ at least five different approaches, or strategies, in responding to the test task. The most popular strategy is to name the specific foods that would go into the perfect meal (subjects 6, 7, 9, 11, 12). For example, subject 6 says: '... let's say -rice -curry ... some uh yoghurt -ah a pahpad -and uh ... well that's about it ...'. Another strategy is to assert that the perfect meal should be aesthetically pleasing and to list the properties necessary to accomplish this (subjects 1, 3, 4, 8 In these data we see evidence of a relationship between the strategy employed and the field of specialization of the subjects. In particular, the two biology specialists (4, 5) both chose to approach the task from the point of view of nutrition. We feel quite sure that an already existing domain has been engaged here; however, to be certain, we would have to employ the grounded ethnography review techniques as we did above in gaining the original discourse domains data. This is clearly a next step in our testing research development. The 
